This article argues that the movement from Hannah's silent prayer in 50.5 ('Hannah did not want to pray out loud') to her bold declaration in 51.5 ('I will speak my words openly') interrupts a narrative trajectory involving violent zeal in Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum. Throughout the narrative, the prayers of key individuals for God's merciful action on behalf of the people are rendered efficacious by acts of zeal (zelus) that are both public and violent (47.1-3). By contrast, Hannah's act of silent prayer (framed as 'zeal' in 50.5) is accepted as the accompanying act for the people's prayer (51. 
and rhetorical strategies at work within the Hannah episode in L.A.B. 50-51. In particular, this article takes as its starting point the intriguing movement from Hannah's famously misinterpreted silent prayer in 50.5 ('Hannah did not want to pray out loud'; cf. 1 Sam.
1.13) to her bold declaration in 51.5 ('I will speak my words openly'). This explicit attention to the movement from silence to speech represents a significant addition to the telling in 1 Sam. 1.1-2.10. I will demonstrate that this movement is intimately related to the vicarious role Hannah assumes in the narrative of L.A.B.
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More specifically, I will argue that interpreters have missed an additional layer in Pseudo-Philo's retelling, one that seems to affirm but then deconstructs a pattern found in the biblical narrative. That is, prior to the Hannah episode in L.A.B., the public prayers of key individuals such as Moses (12.10) and Phinehas (47. 3) are regularly designated as the reason for God's merciful action on behalf of the people. However, God responds favorably to intercessory prayer only when it is accompanied by an act of 'zeal', which, thus far in the narrative, is manifested as violence. Given this pattern, Hannah's deed does not simply emphasize her great moral piety by showing her conformity with social expectations that a moral woman should exercise restraint (as interpreters regularly assume). Rather, that God delivers the nation because of her silent prayer (unexpectedly but clearly framed by the narrative as an act of zeal) deconstructs the notion that acceptable zeal from Israel's leaders must be manifested with violence.
A Preliminary Reading of the Hannah Episode (L.A.B. 48-51)
As in the biblical Judges cycle, in L.A.B. 48.4 we learn that the people 'had no leader in those days, and each one did what was pleasing in his own eyes'. The people seek a leader like Kenaz (a figure invented by Pseudo-Philo as the paragon of good leadership), but are repeatedly frustrated in their attempts to find a leader by casting lots. Finally in 49.3 they 'pray again' and settle on Elkanah, but Elkanah responds by saying 'I will kill myself…, for it is just that I should die only for my own sins rather than to bear the burden of this people' (49.5). So the people pray again, and God responds vaguely (and rather grudgingly) that it will be Elkanah's son that will lead them (49.7). Pseudo-Philo's reporting of the repeated thwarting of the people's desires, combined with the hesitancy of God's reply, heightens tensions in the plot and creates the expectation that more will be revealed about the reasons for God's deliverance.
At this point (ch. 50) the story transitions abruptly from Elkanah's open encounter with the people to the realm of Elkanah's home and even Hannah's inner thoughts. 5 Just as the people were frustrated in their efforts to obtain a leader, Hannah is taunted daily by
Peninnah for her lack of a child. She travels to the sanctuary in Shiloh, where she is thought by Eli to be drunk as she prays silently for a child. Eli tells her that her prayer has been heard, but, unlike the biblical account, Hannah makes no vow, and, somewhat puzzlingly, we are told that Eli knows that a prophet was foretold but chooses not to 16 Animositas, occurring only here and in L.A.B. 6.9 ('Until the animositas of the people of the land ceases…'), may mean 'boldness' or 'wrath', but it is properly translated in this context as 'zeal', 'ardor', or 'eagerness' (cf. Aug. Civ. 14.2). Jacobson (2.700) may be correct that animositas comes here through the Greek θυµός ('passion, wrath'), but I find it likely that the original Hebrew was ‫.קנאה‬ θυµός is used to translate ‫חמה‬ in the pivotal verse about zeal, Num 25:11 LXX, and the words also occur together in Eifern is an intransitive verb in German, but often uses gegen or für to indicate being zealous for or against someone or something. This may explain why Dietzfelbinger follows a variant manuscript (π) and does not translate the Latin accusative me-his translation thus faithfully renders the Latin (of π) without violating German grammar. Unfortunately, Jacobson mistranslates: 'they should not provoke me by their devices that they devise' (Commentary, 1.168). Harrington likewise translates: 'they will not make me jealous by their inventions that they make' (OTP 2.359). Jacques Cazeaux's French is similar: 'qu'il ne me rendra pas jaloux avec les trouvailles qu'il fait' (Pseudo-Philon, 305). Each of these translations erroneously attempts to make it God's zeal that is spoken of here, but the Latin is clear that it is the people who were not zealous. Given the way the zelo/zelus word group has been shaped by the narrative, and given the literary technique of omitting mention of this significant event in L.A.B. 18.14, this short paraphrase is conspicuous. Unquestionably, Phinehas' act of godly zeal is rightly-directed. Given the set-up in 45.6 ('because [the people] were not zealous then…'), it seems clear that Phinehas' zeal is precisely the zeal that has been missing. 23 Et ideo quia non sunt tunc zelati, propterea sit eorum consilium in vanum et conturbabitur cor eorum. Harrington fails to make clear the connection with zeal: 'And so because they were not provoked to anger then, therefore let their plan be in vain, and their heart will be so disturbed' (OTP 2.454). 24 In Judges 20, the Israelites are twice routed before consulting Phinehas, after which they are eventually victorious (Judg 20:35). Pseudo-Philo places Phinehas in a predicament by having him involved before the people are routed, which sets up Phinehas' pleading prayer in L.A.B. 47.1-3. 25 Que est seductio hec qua seduxisti nos Domine? ('What is this deception by which you have deceived us, Lord?'). Pseudo-Philo ironically uses the same root (seduco) to describe the people being 'led astray' by Micah's idols rather than to be zealous for God (see L.A.B. 47.7, above). God 'deceived' (fallo) them in L.A.B. 47.8: Propterea fefelli vos et dixi: Tradam vobis illos ('Therefore I deceived you and said, "I will deliver them to you"'). 26 The 34 Although Pseudo-Philo does not explicitly refer to Moses' act as one of zelus, the concept is present even without an explicit linguistic connection, since the 'shaping' of words is not limited to adjacent sentences. In addition, this study has worked backward from Phinehas to Moses, but of course we encounter Moses first on a 'left to right' reading assumed by the narrative. Pseudo-Philo's text may be more concerned with showing the importance of zealous action chronologically than linguistically at this point, after which it shapes the grab-bag invoked by zelo/zelus in preparation for the prime example of Phinehas. Pseudo-Philo does, after all, attribute zelus to Moses after having developed the theme (L.A.B. 58.1), albeit not specifically in reference to the smashing of the tablets. It is interesting to note that Moses 'spoke with my [God's] zeal' when he demanded that Amalek's name be 'destroyed from the earth' (Disperdam nomen Amalech de terra, que locutus sum sub zelo meo), which is reminiscent of 'my zeal' applied to Phinehas in Num. 25.11 (MT: ‫;קנאתי‬ Vulg.: zelo meo). 35 Bruce Fisk has argued that the reference to the smashing of the tablets in L.A.B. 19.7, in which God does the smashing (contrivi tabulas testamenti), indicates that 'far from being simply the destructive act of an enraged human being, destroying the tablets was viewed as an expression of the divine will' (Do 
